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programs to special geographical, political, or organizational interests.
In retrospect, according to DOL's Nik Edes, "leaving the House out of the early negotiations was a major tactical error."  The administration 's affinity for working with the Senate was understandable.  Two key actors for the administration, Edes and Spring, were former Senate staff. Also, according to Spring, "The House got left out because the internal politics of the Senate were so delicate we were afraid we'd lose the whole thing if we tried to accommodate the interests of House members too."
When the House got wind of a Senate-administration proposal, they decided to move on their own youth employment bill.  The late Carl perkins, chair of the House Education and Labor Committee, and Augustus Hawkins, newly designated chair of the Employment Subcommittee, intro-duced the administration's youth employment bill on April 6 and then developed an alternative proposal. According to a member of the House staff, "The White House didn't have a lot of experience in these things; they said, 'Wait a minute, you can't develop your own bill; we already have a bill in.' We went ahead with our own proposal."
The Senate and House approaches differed in several respects. First, whereas the Senate proposal created new programs focused on youths, the House proposal amended Title III of CETA, a general grant of discretionary authority to the secretary of labor for research and demonstration projects. The Senate saw itself äs initiating new, more or less permanent, youth employment programs.  The House, by contrast, saw itself äs initiating demonstration projects that would form the basis for later, more permanent programs.  In a House staff member's words, "our philosophy was 'let a thousand flowers bloom,' and then come back after we'd had some experience and decide what was promising."
Another key Senate-House difference was the House's Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects (YIEPP).  YIEPP was important politically to the House proposal because it originated from the Republican side. According to Nat Semple, minority staff to the House Employment Subcommittee, the idea had its origins long before 1977.  "Marvin Esch [former Republican member from Michigan] liked to think in big terms. He had kids of his own and he was concerned about how to get kids to stay in school and how to get schools to respond to kids who might not be the greatest academically. We had a long discussion one evening after work over hamburgers and beer a t the Hawk and Dove [a Capitol Hill eatery] and l started sketching out the ideas for entitlement on the tablecloth. The problem was how to get the Republicans to buy off on some kind of a Job guarantee. We struck on the idea of a contract. The kids would have to agree to stay in school in return for a Job. There would be rules and structure. We weren't offering something for nothing.  The whole idea was basically very conservative: keep kids in school, promote the work ethic, make kids contract for benefits, etc. It had a lot of appeal to the Republicans." Esch ran for the Senate from Michigan in 1976 and lost.  Semple took the entitlement proposal to Ronald Sarasin, moderate Republican from Connecticut, and Sarasin agreed to Sponsor it.

